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INTROL)UC TLON

Ihe body of the report analyzing the unit race relations training program in the
- 

~~~. .-\rni ~ ~ .~~~ wr i t t en  primarily for the non-technical reader. I)etailcd discussion regarding

‘.itt ipling procedure s , data processing. and specihc statistical analyses W as not included in

the hod~ of the report. Intorniation in these  areas ha ’.e been treated as separate technical

documents and are presented here as appendices to the basic report -

Ihere are SIS appendices. Appendix A is a discussion ot ’ the particular methods

u~~d iii selecting the com panies for inclusion in the surveys and in identifying the particular

ittd i~ id u.ils requested tot the sample .

Ike  instrumentation used in the study is d iscussed iii Appendix t~. Included are

detailed dis 15510115 about cact i of the inte~~iew fort ims and questionnaires. Particular atten-

tion is gms en to the R K l- () Program Sur~ey. with detailed information provided about the

pretestmg procedure s and results ot item analyses and tacto r a t iatvs m s

Data processing procedures are described in Appendix (‘ . 1111% covers such areas

.is ~t .isidards b r  exclusion of questionnaire s and the effects of deleted respondents

In Appendix 1) is a detailed dis cu ssio n of ’ the re lationskip betw een various demo-

graphic ~ar m.tbles and attitudes , percept ions , behavior and knowledge levels.

In App endix F is a discussion of the selectiot i of units with higher and lower

qualit y training programs. The effects of training on personnel in the units is considered

using analysis ot variance and covariance ana lysis.

Finally . Appendix F contains results of statistical tests for tables contained in

the report.
5-
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APPENDIX A

SURVEY SAMP LING PLAN

[he sampling plan used to obtain respondents for the questionnaire involved two
stages 01 selection. First , companies at each location were selected , and second , the sample
of respondents within those companies was chosen.

Selection of Companies

The objective in selecting the specific companies was to obtain a sample of
companies which was organiLationahly dispersed and which represented the diverse types of
units present on a post . An organization chart was obtained t’or eac h location. Based on the
information contained in the char t , those companies with less than 50 persons assigned were
eliminated , and a list was drawn up of the companies available for each major organizational
element (such as a brigade , or the DISCOM). At TRADOC installations we also eliminated
training companies , since , in general , these units have fewer than 50 cadre .

At posts wit h a full division assigned , we selected 12 companies~ posts with less
than a full division had proportionately fewer companies selected , down to a minimum of
7 companies. ( Fort Hood had 8 companies selected from each of its two divisions , rather
than I 2 . in order to keep t he data collection there within manageable limits.) In attempting
to get the best dispersion possible we set up the following procedures:

I. Take the list of companies and randomly select one company
from some place on t he list. Once one company is selected from
a major organizational e lement , then no other company should
be selected from that organizational element until all organizations
are represented in the sample.

2. In order to assure representation for both headquarters-type units
and line units, an approximate ratio of one to three should he
selected . Thus, once the firs t company has been selected at random.
i t is necess ary to determine if it is a headquarters type of unit. If
so , then the next three units should not he headquarters units . If
the first three selected are not headquarters units, t hen the fourth
should be. This balance should he maintained throughout the
sampl ing.

_______ ~~~~~
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Iii h it s n ia m imm c r t he s,miiiple ot ~0iIm pJriies s~ .iS ~l m~ s emm mom ea~hi post , em , m~ihiasm ,irlg I i iJS i i i i L iI i i  
-

d i s  C t s l ( %  rather than s ( rk t  i.imtdoiiiit~ss

Selection ot Kespondemits

It s~ as considered important that ~‘a~li ~otlipaiis tie provided wi th a — ri .t im me
list s it the mnem bets of that company sele~ ted to par t k - Ipa fe  iii the s um s e~ 

( oiimpani es ~ ere

not , (h er e lo r L ’. allowed to se lect only those people most readily a~ .til.ihle or t h ose people ‘

the~ belt ~ tiuld l ’ Cs t re present the m . since the m .indomncss of the sample within ea ch comp.iim~
w~s an im portant fa ctor.

[he point s it cont act  at each location obtained .m roster for each company selected.
fliemi, .m member ol the res eaT cit sI .iff and or tim e point of con tact selec ted t lie sample using
the follow mug procedure s

I It N ~- ‘OU , take ., 40 percent s.i mmip le s ’t time soilipanly - t his is to
be done .is

t . m  1 lake a random start ing point on the L~OIIip.tiiV roste m -

~ 1~~p .i coin to determ ine it t he firs t in te n .il is to he 2 or .~

(c i  Begin no count down the l i s t , t L r \ t tAiug eve ry second name ,
then eve r~ t im ird until t ue  list is completed back to the st a rt-
tr ig point

(di IXi not coumi t ()Ci s and up. Fhie~- are to he excluded -

2 It N~ 200 , .m mn.ixiiiiunn of SO people .m re to be taken. Ihis is to
he ~lone .15

a 1 De termmne the s.inipling ratio l’~ sliv id ing SO t~s time N
Round off to tlm~’ nea rest of the to llosv tug :

I in
l i n 4

20 Ini ~
lt i -~- 1 in Ci

12 I i nS

S
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I Select a random st arting point

mc i  Select the sample.

3 Once the xamnples are drawn , a 10 percent oversample should be
st ra~ n to se rse as .iltcni.itc’.

the companies ~erc ,tsts msc d s it the ind i v i dual s  se lected tor the primar y sample. It people

were unable to attend . then the company notified the point s i t  contact who provided the

name s oh ,i l me r it . t?e s from the oversample list
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Iltis appendix cs ii t amnis a dess r npt isinm s i t  t h e  rationale ar id pi si s eslural s t e p s  i i i —

ssils cd in the s t e s e i s pr i lent  ot the 12 ss’p.tr.it e slat.i s I I L - s t i n i  mmi s t ru rmi em i ts  used iii the phase

ot t he st udy s les5 ribed mu th is report I lie i ns t r i t i l ie r i t s  included six s hues t is in i i l . i i res . t ss  o

guides for iridm ~ idual intcnx ies~ s , and tour ~i s u ; mn t er ~ tc~ guid es I i~Ji t d i s t inct  respondem it
groups ~ere imssolse ~1 us the stud s I hese groups .ire msleiititiesl in I able If- I , ~s u k  the inst ru—
nlie nits designe d t i  Use s~ m t hi  each gusi lup

Oserall Rationale

lhte ~utdiii~ principle in sample ~t est t n i  and in instrument devel o pimi ent ss . is to

unsure the acqLiisutio n i t  .m ccu rate i i i torii i. iH n on: the nature ot the unit training program

in the A rmn~ , the perceive d ot iect  ises et t h e  program . att itudes towa rd the program . cti~~ts

ot the program on t mi dm s iduats beluas lors , a t t i t ude s  perce pt ions . .tiisl k nios~ ledge st iggest ions ‘4

sr tnspros ing the program: 3flst to acquire t hat in lorination fro nts as broad a range oh re—

spon~len t s~roups .15 possible A t s o - to t he extent ~soss ible . the intent ~s is to e l ic i t  com para ble

nit or th at ion t ro ni t ime an on’. responde u t  s .i iirp ( s  to allow for ,i comparison (5 t perspec ItS es

ihus. s~ herever possible , t he s .ime questions Were .isk e5! iii the same ss .iV 01 all samples , in

addition to .luestiens designed spcciticall~ for cac ti s.mnmple and e. ichi separate instrument

The KR 1:0 Programu Surse~

Because the primary locus ot the studs- is on description and evaluation el the

unit training prs t~r.i m . the R K 1 (5 Progr.inii Ssi r s e~ ss .is designed .is the prinmar sou rce of

da f.m . wit h .tll other sou rces t~e mng supp letnen ta rv m m  nature . Ihe KR I ‘. ) Program Sur~ev

design. ited by i ts  .~rmv contro l ‘.x ruhol .is I’I ~ I 24 1 was , t here fore , the iulest extensive of ’

t he instruments , and ~ as ad m inistered to the l.m re esf rs’spomi dent s .mrnp le. It ss .is designe d .is

a sel f- asb mini istered questionnai re .

I ~
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Table B-I

Respondent Groups and Data Collection Instruments

I. Systematic random sample of personnel I. RR/ EO Program Survey (Questionnaire )
(enlisted and officer) from selected
company-sized units.

2. Commanders of selected company- 2a. Unit Commander Interview (individual)
sized units.

2b. Unit Commander Questionnaire

3. Commanders of selected battalions 3. Senior Commander Interview (individual)
and brigades

4. Junior Enlisted Personnel (El-ES) 4a. Enlisted Interview (group)

4b. Enlisted Questionnaire

5. Senior Enlisted Personnel (E6-E9) 5a. Enlisted Interview (group)

Sb. Enlisted Questionnaire

6. Graduates of Defense Race Relations 6a. DRRI Graduate Interview (group)
Institute (DRRI)

6b. DRRI Graduate Questionnaire

7. Graduates of local Discussion Leaders 7a. DLC Graduate Interview (group)
Courses (DLC)

7b. DLC Graduate Questionnaire

8. Primary Duty RR/EO Staff not 8a. RR/EO (untrained) Interview (group)
graduates of DRRI or DLC , ,

8b. RR/EO (untrained) Questionnaire.

S
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KR 1-0 sta tf persons , hut who hash not a(tenmdes l either I)RKI or a local I)L(’. Again , a group

interview slesigned to stimulate discussion in response to specific questions was followed by

commipletion ot a questiom immaire by eac h respondent in t h e group.

Initial Development of’ time RPS

Because the RI’S was viewed as ti me prim ary source ol stata about (he unit (raining

program and its eff ects, it was programnmmed to he time (Host ex tetms ive of t ime 1 2 data collection

t ies- ices Its sleveloptnenmt was initiated first, consumed the greatest am ount ot etfonl , ansI

serset h as a guide for the development ot’ the remaining instruments .

Based on the objectives of ’ t he stusly to sleve lop a com prehensive slescription of

ho w  the unit training progr.mm is carried out in the Army and ho assess time inmpacts of umiit

tra ining it was dett’rtiminesl that tlue RI’S should h ave major sections for eliciting informal ion

on:

I. lime respondents ’ experiences wit h the unit training program

2. use respondents ’ behavior and their perceptions of’ tIme behavior
of others in sut tia tion ms interpersonal anmd interracial) wh ich could be
assumed to retied program eft~’cts~

.~ T he responslemits ’ attitudes toward topics concernim mg race relations
and equal opportunity, again re tiecting program e ffects , and percep-
t iotis ssl ’ com us iitions relating to RR/EO in time Army

4 T he responislent ’s knowledge ot t~mct s about A rnmm y K K /F() policy
ansi inlor muatmo tm about various cultures.

I nm asldi tion , a ti ft Ii ~~~~ t ion was added to ascertain certain t~i~’ts a 1)0111 t ime responds’ imt s ’ pe uxonal

and m ilitary background.

Initial development of time RPS was pertormesh in accordance wit h guislehines sumg—

gestesi by Nunnaily and Wilson. I The iums tr tm nm ent slcvcloptm~ent process liegami with

I i t - 
- N umm um all anisl W - It - Wilson , ‘‘Met h ost ansi Theom y for Developing Measu is’s in Eval nat 15m m

Research ,” (‘imapter 9 imm h i  - Struening and M - Gut ts’umlag (esls.), !I antllsni ~i J’ ;r !~‘i ’ali~ati~ in Resean ’!, , I ‘hum’ I
(Beverly lu lls Sags ’ Pumblications , t975~.
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the assignment of responsibility for each section to a different staff member, Each individual
then set out to define the total range of relevant content within his or her section. There
were three major sources of information for this task :

I. AR 600-4 2 ,entitled Race Relations Education for the Army,
effect ive 1 February 1974 ;

2. Interviews conducted at three major Army installations in
CONUS with nmembers of all the projected respondent groups
described in Table B-I (above); and

3, Lesson plans and curriculum guides produced and used by
various groups (commands , installations, off ices) within the
Army.

In addition, the HSR Race Library, wit h its extensive array of Army personnel regulations and
Army and civilian publications concerning RR/EO matters was used quite frequently. The end
result of this task was a set of five lists of “information requirements ,” one for eac h major
section of the RPS. Each of these lists was reviewed by several staff nmem hers, first for the
purpose of insur ing adequate identification of relevant content areas and then for the purpose

of reducing t he lists to only those items seen as directly relevant to the objectives of the study,
These final, condensed lists were the basis for questionnaire item development.

As an example of these “information requirements” lists , the list concerned w ith

describing the unit training program contained such entries as:

• frequency of unit seminars;
• duration of seminars;
• seminar format;

• seminar content;
• instructor characteristics;
• chain of command participation ;
• attendance requirements for unit members;
• etc.

The list of information requirements for the knowledge section contained such entries as:
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• knowledge of basic concepts such as:

- prejudice
- stereotype
- personal racial discrimination
- institutional racial discrimination
- polarization
- affirmative action
- etc .;

• knowledge of DOD, Army, unit RR/EO policy ;
• knowledge of minority culture ;
• knowledge of non-military RR/EO topics such as:

- school busing to achieve racial balance
- the Equal Rights Amendment
- Title IX of PL 92-318
- etc,

For the most part , topics deserving coverage under the knowledge section also were viewed as

appropriate objects for att itude and perception items; thus, there was a great deal of overlap

in content across those sections.

The next step in the development process involved the collation of specific question-

naire items to fill the information needs previously defined. The major sources of items were

pre-existing instruments contained in HSR’s library, in the Army Research Institute files, or
readily available from some other source without undue complication (e.g., copyright questions,

proprietary rights, etc.). Only when items were not available that had been used before and

whose psychometric characteristics were known were new items created to fill the information

gaps. Well over half of the attitude, percept ion, and knowledge items were already in existence.

The specific unit training items and the behavior items were created entirely for this study.

A policy decision had been made previously to use a check-off response format for

all items. For the unit training, att itudes and perceptions, and knowledge sect ions as well as

the respondent background items, standard formats were applicable; e.g., ~ five-point, Likert-

type, agree/disagree format was usable for virtually all the attitude and perception items,

and multiple choice and true/false (or yes/no) formats for knowledge questions. The major

problem was in finding an acceptable way of asking behavior-related items, but format was

not the only consideration here.
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Initial Pretest of time RI’S
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.ini rs’asoni amhmiguiit 
~~ , 

un t~tmihiat wording sir terminology, senisit is- u’ content, level of ’ rs’ashiimg
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20

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
-



—~~~~~--- -— -~~ -~~---~~~~---.—----~~~~~-- -~~ - -

noted onm this’ questm oimtmaire aim slnt ’ticuhties stescrihied Feedback oum this’ sluestis ilmimaire . t im e i m ,

ss ,is I’rotm m both Written . sponmlammeous notes on time questionnaire aums l orally, in respommse to

sps’c m ( ic s luis’st isi t ms .

Wit h time exceptio um of time esc ess iue len gt h oh’ time i i ms trumm m e umt , wInch iespoimdents

‘ 
had lieerm told was umtenmtmo m ial armd which ut as to lie restucest l’~ umme au ms of’ time pretestimmg

prsi s’s’ss th rough t h eir input . ims’ snm mgle proi’lenm or otijectioum pres iouimimm.iIed . alms ! umo mn ms lis isiuai

item us .ms singles! out .ms particularly troulilesoumme or oh ijectm sii mat ile . Resps immds’nt ser hal t ’eesl-

back , t h en . siisl not , in itself , hmelp rs’sluce time Iei mg t hm sit time question mumaire nor sl is l it pros isle

aim abuimdar mce of im mt o r u m m.m t toni by umme aims sif w h ich the ium d is - ishum:mI item ims immig ht be mnmpros-es l.

St . m t 1st ica l aim. ilv sm s of the pie test results , hms i s s S’s em , slid aid t rs’ umm e u m s houslv in mnmprov iimg this’ RN.

Results for eac h ite u mm were tabulatesl separately h’or nm.i~or1t v alms! nmliums iri ty respon—

dents , and time response pattern s cisisely scruti nmied, This allowed for elium minatioum sir mev isioum

ot’ items which were coimsensus items anmd tlmoss’ w h micim correlated pertect ly , or umearl so, wit h

race. It ,mlso aisles! iii time defectioum of ,mnmlimgum s)us ilenm s simmce th ese ite imms often li~ 1duce aims immm a-

Ions respsinse patternms. l’lmrougim thus pretestiim g aimsl fees iback process , about 200 mte nms we re ‘

eliminated overall , while re (a in mi s adesi ua te i (ciii coverage o I each i:rl ’onna lion req iii renien I

ideimtihied earlier hum as ldit is i mi . inmprovenmemmts were niade in worst ing aims ! iim respoimse tornmiit p

for imum imero ums other ite um ms. l’hmis reslucesl vers ioim of time RPS su as thm enm suih- iects’d to a se cs mt msh

pre test, essentially .i pilot test iii time mn mstr um m m enm t ansI this ’ ad im m i m mistr a ti v e procedure s to lie

emmm ploys’s! iim time full—scale sta ta collect iou phase oh t lie studs’ .

Pilot Test of’ t hm~ RI1S

l’wo mm major .‘~rum mv iumstahiations iii time Faster u m ( 5  su c re t ime sites for t ime pilot test

sit’ dat a collec tioum iimst ruumm etm ts a mist p rsics’d mitt ’s. 1m m as ld it isiim to time K PS , time sit he r  q us’st io mm—

nmaires and immter v mew s sv e rc also tested at this tin me . as su-ere tI me ash nministrat ive proceduirs’s t’or

saimmp le selectis ium , sch eduli n g, arms! s lata collection, l’hme RPS su as as lmmmi m mist e re st to a total  ot’

4~~
) iimst iv ishua ls at time tw s i  insta llatiom ms. Of tlmese , 2 i 2  were black , 211  svers’ w h ite , alms! 2t i

c lassified t hmen mmse lves as ,meither w imite umor black,

I

-~~~~~~~~~~—~~~~- -  
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ :,~~~



‘~ t’~ li ~‘o imm phet lOll O~ this’ pilot ,ishiimiuiist tat R~ui oh t his’ Rh’S , t hit’ t~’%U Its su crc tah ’uha(esl
ans I rt’u ieuu ed tmi mse ,lg,num Is’ identit ’~- , t icas of pot eumt m,ml iulm prs ’ s -e u mme lm t - lii asld it iou , .i tact or

a,ma I~ s~~ sif t lit’ ~it Ii t utt le ,lIlsl ps’rce ptm onm m teu ims us as pe its ’rui ms ’d ,iflsl uiuiu m ms ’ rs ’ um s items t’ h mmmm t im a ted
sin time groumms ls t hat I ims ’% we re uim e ,msu rmumg S’sst ’ t m t m a Il~ (lit’ s ,mmc t hing .ms sillier items i:uttl ms,r

us s’rs lmng re f mu ms ’imme ni ts ss eu’s’ ulm.i~te Fmui .thh ~ . .1 “I .m t t s’o tmt t ’rs’ um s ’e us as heIst t~’r t ime puirpost ’ s it

e lm n miu ma t mug an~ rs’ n m .m mmm m nm g items us hmchi could not be mu st n lit ’ s1 .i~ sI lrt’s’t lv n’s’ Ievan to (lit’ s ’ i ’ me c—
t m s e s  of thit’ stu5I\

.‘~t titustes aimd l’erceptions

lIlt’ m te u mm s iii time .‘\ t l m t  udt’s and Percep tmo n ms sect ion of th is’ RI’S %S his ’ h m u sed a luit ’ -

poin t , I mks ’ rt- t~ pt’ agree slmsagree rt’spt ’tmse t’o r immat , were agalum su bmectes t fri .m tactor am m,ilv t ic
procesture .ifter ,mlh Phase II d~t~ h ash beeum .ucs~uimrs’ sI - l’ imis .mt m aI ~ sus mn.i s lt ’ mist’ sit ’ t hit’ SI’SS
prsigranim 2 t s ’r prmimcipa l t’.ictormn mg us m tlm mt e r ,mtis i mm. uisi umg .1 varmma\ rsi tatis ,um lirocesIumn ’t~ lime
pros’es lurs’ I’ara mmme tt’rs were “et .it mm mmn m lnm m mui m m emgen’s-alut’ 1 .0 um ma ’ s in mum nm umumm h’er it m ter at ions =

2” ( I’us em it -limit’s’ iter. iltsi ums us en’ rs’slumrt’ sl fsir s’s ’ns ergenms ’t’. 1 Mis,c iumg s l.i t .l s .Ilils’s W ere m’s’-
pI,ms’ed us mth I tie immean s .ilut’ s~ f t lie saui mphe for that particular u tt ’m m m - I’hme sm ib— sa ui mple of resps i um —
dcii t s  t’mpIo~- t’sl in t lmm s .iim,i ls sis s’onms istt ’sh of ’ ci0() r .iu ms ls iu m mlv selected inslivistuals t’u’ommm tIm e total
rt’sponslent sanipls’ - lime I mrs t eight t . ic ts ’ i - s slt’l’ui mt ’st t ’v (hits prsis’t’sture st-crc retai n ed - l’hme
mtt ’ nm ms uum ~’huid~’l mu m t h ms ’ ss ’ eigh t t act ors ,mls ’um g us m l ii their t.is’ts im’ Ioas limmgs . appear iii 1,mi ’ ie 8—2
flit’ t.ms - t ou sst ’m-v h mm g lit~ su i imil .ui Is’ t i l s iss ’ msls ’ u m t mt j s ’5I mu t his’ t.msls ir  , mu m , ml ~- sm s sit ’ pretest d,u t ,m

Jj c Out K im , ‘‘I ,i~ t s ’ m % im,u lu  ~~~
‘‘ ti m t II ihihl , i t;  - j eu mk uum s , K. Suc intimeumns ’i .mu mst liii 8e um m (ed% ’h .

5!’5 ,5 Sr . : r :s t , , - ,zi /~ , ~~~ r ’ r  the  £s  :ai 5,:, ‘:~ ( \ s’is ‘i s ’ m k ~t , - ’ m, i is  l imit , t~) ‘
“~~ , 2ums! h-~h iu moi m , I’m ’ -h’S-~ I4 .

~ 

- - -  s— ___________________________________________



Table 11-2

Factor Loadings of Attitude and Perception Itenms

Factor Loading Factor I —Item

0,7~
)2 Il 45. In my unit , Whites get away wit h breaking rules that non-Whites

get punished for.

0.” 7”)O 65. A Black in time Army must do more than the average White to make
the grade.

0,74080 44. Non-Wh ites get more than their share of dirty details.

0.73847 88. Wh ites has-c a better chance than non-Whites to get the best training
opportunities.

0.736 55 32. Whites try to force their attitudes and ways upon minorities,

0.7242 1  39 . W imites do not show proper respect for Blacks with higher rank,

0,7 1767 33, Whites assume that non-Whites commit any crime that occurs , such
as theft s in living quarters .

0.71 582 30. White enlisted personnel and supervisors act as though minority
soldiers have to “earn the right” to be treated equally.

0,67 265 34. Non-Whites have iad to become “militant ” in order to have their
comp laints taken seriously.

0.654 1 7 54. Most Whites in the Army don’t want racial minorities to be treated
equally.

0.64950 66. Any time a minority soldier acts like he’s proud of his race , he can
expect to get treated badly by his CO.

0,64008 81. In my unit , non-Whites get worse jobs and details than Whites

0.59883 96. Army officers get back at Blacks they think are “militant ” by not
recommending them for promotions.

0.58782 *78. White soldiers get hassled by the Army as much as minority soldiers do.

*The starred items were scored in the reverse direction from the oth er items; i.e.. “strongly agree”
was scored 5 rather than I,
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(rsiiihl~

0.44445 4’) Bl , isks ss-erc better oIl’ before this iumteg ratio um busiumess got starlet! .

04  1 1 1 3  ~~° Black psiwer ms a daumgt’rouus th imig ,

0,3~ S4S ~7 • Black ssilsl i s ’rs avo isl contact w it lm Whites whs’never t l me~ cani,

—
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Table 13-2 ICsmntumued l

Factor Loading I-actor 3 Item

0. 445 I 43 Race relations seminars are .m su asIc of ’ t ime

~~~~~. Msist s’I tIme A rmim v ‘s RK ho  pms’grams are ui lmu me c e ssa r -

0 tiii2t’iO ‘b7 - In time long run . (‘S s’ hsid m m  the Army ut-ill t iene(it trotmm race
relation ms anid equal oppor tu um itv progr am s

0 t~44~~ 3S I-s cr~ hod~ in time Ari mm v stmoulsl be requir ed to attend race re lat motm s
st’IiiillJrs .

0,5~)247 ti3 I uumste i’-stansl PC0Pk’ s it ot imer r.mces better since I ‘u s ’ t a keum l’art m m  m,ice
relations es!ucation prog rammms .

451 2~
) 100. KR I- 0 programs on t h is post arc mos t J~ lust lou slmow

4~~ 4 ~ - If  Ss ) i I i Cs i r l I .’ is a racist there is umot h iimg .mum KR t ’ O program can do to
ch~umge Imis nminsl -

0.4043 “0. The .-~rmy bias no huuumnes ~ Irv ing to tell Jfls’ hosu to tr eat tither peop le.

Factor Loading Factor 4 Item ‘

O.5~ 138 ~~0. Most ol’imcers usually st’e to it that K R h’() policies ansi rs’gulatis iims .irs’
enforced.

04 734  ‘3 I - Most N( 0’s usually see to it that KR 1-0 policies aims ! rs’gui la tms i m ms
are enforced.

0.42230 * ~ 2. The Army us tirnmly co um u mitt e s h to th is’ prirm s’ipls’ oh equ al opportuumit \- .

0.38026 100. KR FO programs on t h is post are unost l ~us( for shmow

0 3 74 5 5  ‘$7 In my work unit people get treated accorstim ig to t lmeis skills alms!
abilities

031-iS 16 ‘u4 . l:ve m~.t Iotlv in mmmv ‘sork ummit gets c ’s th ’t l m thme sa mm m s’ t rea t i mmeu mt 6rom
time supervisor regardless of ’ race. 

_ _ _ _ _
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I

fa ble’ 11-2 (‘oi mtinmu est I

Factor Loading Factor 5 Iteum i

0 t 0  III (iS I lie i n iu st et t c c t i s e  unmit u ,ii’e t ime s ’ ume s w imere peop le talk treeI~ us mt l m
eac hm s i t h m s’r .mhou t whj t ’s hot heriumg t hem -

0.4 5144 5.5 ( onipany morals’ m u better w h me n m people of sti t ’t er eum t r.iceu ta lk
open l~ a bout tIis’ii comp lain Is.

() 4 2° 77 “2. ‘si. lute people Ii j sc a bet icr at t i tude toward mac m.d nmin mo nh ic u iii Iii is
countr\ ts idj v t hman t h me ~ disl ten \ e.m r’~ ago.

0) 4 II 10 b 2 1 .ini in t as s ’I of eq u.ul opport unmit \ tot  nmiimorit ies in the Ariim~ -

O ,~ )0tt ’) 45 Time A nm m~ ‘s program for equal opportunity 1mm off- post houising is a
got -’.! us .i~ to sto p 51 msL ’ri Imm i nat ion in lmo uisi tmg

I actor Loading Factor 6- Item

0. -4 i1  IS I. l’s iual opportunity e’smuts r ig !mt floss f u r  su -oum men iii time Arm s

O (,(14 3(t 50. Women in t Ime .-\r nmv get as nmanv opps irtuumitk ’ s t’or (rattling. prolimo-
lions , amid aus ,mrd ” js immeni Jo,

04 0~ 22 b I - In time Army , ui me um a m ms l suomen sloing time same oh usually get equal
respect I rouim t hmeir supervisors

Factor Loading Factor 7—Item

Ø , 5 o ) 4 . 5  I 5)4 
- Won menm ‘I i  ‘uI ~I lie allout-ed in West Point,

05u57’ )  35 , All MOS’ s shmouls! be open to eum l iste s ! wotnen.

0.36184 73- A wot imani ’s place is in time hmotmm e .

Factor Loading Factor S Item

06S~)35 75 TIme Black liberation (1 mg should not he allowed to Lie displayed
in thm e barracks

0,4613 05~ lime Confederate (lag shmouhs! imot be alloss-es ! to be displaves ! iim time
barracks,

— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -



I
lIme e ight ss ,ml es usesl in sulisesluen I anal yss ’s were Iahelhs’ si as lolts )ws:

• I .us ’tom I Pemce ivcsl l) is cri miuuumat ionm against Minion lii’s ( 24 items
wit h hactor loasiinig ol’ 0.35 or higher).

• Facts mr 2 Feel iumgs ot ’ Reverse Racism ( 14  items).

• I:as.to r 3 Alt i tudes tow ~ r I Arn imy K KILo progra m mm s (S items) .

• I’ :nctor 4 Army ( ‘on imu m m it  meim ( to K KiLO goats ( hi i tems ) .

• h” acts ’ r 5 (‘onmu umu nm ica ( ioum iii time Unit (5 items )

• I’actor hi Ss’x I)iscrimninal iou (3 items) .

• I- a ctor  7 I’erceptiomms of Professional Oppoutu um i(ies for Womm ms ’ mm
(3  items) .

• i- ac tou  8 I-lags as (‘ um l tu m r al Symbols (2  items).

In ads l itio um to these (iS items wh i l shu  b ashed 0.35 or ii igiier on a s ium ghe factor , 43 items umot

loasli tmg su mf ’l’icie nmt ly higlmly oum ammy (‘actor were retained sinmplv for tlmeir value ium s less ’rii’ inmg

the ,‘\ rml mv ‘s at l itus l iumal and perceptumal cu mvi mo um nl men ( . 4
P4

Reliability

A s a im est immi al e ol’ the upper ti um mit  oi’ reliability for these scales. coel’l’icicnt alph a

was computt’d (‘or each sca le. lime results were as t’ollows:

Factor I —.coefficieumt alpha 0.~
)3()

Factor .2 coet ’t’icient alph a = 0,86 1

I:acts,r 3 cse f t ic ie umt alpha = 0.83~
Factor “ ‘‘ uii’’ ’ , alp lma = 0.730

huctor 5 ,~OI .‘ :~~t alp Im~i =

Factor hi cocft ’icieimt alpima = 0.60k)

Factor 7 coe’l ficient alp h a  = 0.4~
)7

Factor S coefficient alpha (3,455)
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Knowledge Measures

lime kumowledge section oh’ the RI’S is divided iumto four separate parts: 10 “true/t ’alse”

factual knmowlej ge it cmm ms ; S sluestiou ms cotmcernmin mg knowlest ge about Army policy ; 8 items in a

multiple choice t’or um mat w h ich sleal with recoguuitioum of ’ exanmpI~’s of various co n lcept s basic it)

unmster stanms hinm g RR/FO; e g .  , stereotyping, segregationm , af liruimative aet ioums; ant! II multiple—

c imoice questions on general (‘actual immaterial concerning minority cultum~ anti current events I 

-

iii thti’ KR -LO area. l’hese itenims were retaiumctt t’roni time original 1)001 of ’ kumowledge itenmms

because they : hiatt a range oh’ item stit ’l’icuutty levels (proportionm of a umor nmmi umg saummple giving

the correct anmswer ) h etw ee mm about 0.30 anmd 0.70, averagiumg about 0.50; were seen as thunugs

which nmmighi amid shioumlsl be covered m m  t ime uimit senmmimm a rs ou(Iiimest in AR (-mOO-4 2; and had hig h

iteim u intercorrelattons aimd high i(en mm -to ta l score correlations, All of ’ these are desirable (‘acto rs

l~ir iimcre asinmg tIme va lidity amid inmternal coum s isten mey reliability of t h e  measures.

Foumr ktms iw lestge subseou’es were couimpute st t’or eac lm responudent , correspondiumg to

(he t’our ss’ctioums slescribed above, Faehm iumsl ivislual’ s score was simply time nmum nmber correct,

wit imoum t we ightimm g. Table 13—4 sh ows Omat th ere were realtively h igh scale intercorrelatioums ansI

very higim scale score-total correlat ioums.

Table 13-4

Knowle dge Scale Intercorrel ati oi ms

SCAL E I 2 3 4 Total

1 1 .0000 0.72 14 0.7852 0,7 48 1 (3,5)434

2 1 .0000 0.5823 0.4234 0 .8 13 1

3 1,0000 0.(’i740 0.8578

4 1 .0000 0.889 1

Total 1 ,0000

3 1
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Validation of the relationship between these questions and a general acquain t ance
w mth the RR/EO area came from an independent source. These knowledge items were

administered to a cohort of DR R I students upon their arriva l at the Institute; i.e., be fore they
had received any or ientation or training th ere , Most , if not all , of t hese students had , however ,
been employed in some capacity in RR/EO assignments prior to attendance at DRRI. For
t his particular group, difficulty levels range d from 0.70 to I .00 , making it a very easy test fo r
t hem.

Development of Other Interv iews and Questionnaires

The remaining data collection instruments were developed to supplement the RPS.
The questionnaires wer e mad e up pri marily of a core of items taken from the RPS co ncern -
ing t he operation of the unit train ing pro gram and experiences with that program. The
interviews were designe d to elicit informati on which would add to the questionnaire data
but wh ich could not be conveniently asked using a closed- ended response format, L

All instruments were subjected to a serie s of rigorous screening , pretesting, and
pi lot t esting steps such as thos e described for the RPS.
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APPENDIX C

DATA PROCESSIN G PROCEDURE S AND

EFFECTS OF DATA EDITIN G

The manner in which the data is handled is of great importance in any research,

The process used in this study involved several stages: (1) the data was coded and checked

before keypunching; (2) the data was keypunched; (3) the data was checked again ; (4) the

data was edited ; (4) the data was stored on magnetic tape; and (5) statistical analyses were

performed. This process and its effects on the data is described in detail below,

Coding and Checking

The data collected at the CONUS and Pacific sites included 5 ,299 RPS question-

naii’es. These questionnaires were hand sorted and coded by post and by unit. All the

quest ionnaires were then checked for completeness and any with large sections of missing

data or with notable irregularities wer e set aside. A second person then reviewed all the

surveys which had been set aside and determined if they had too much data missing to be , -

usable. In general, those surveys with 15 percent or more missing data were eliminated.

By this process some 388 questionn aire s were eliminated befo re keypunching.

Keypunching

The surveys were keypunched by a professional keypunching firm. Each survey

was keypunched utilizing five standard, 80-column cards with an identif icatiot- : field repeated

on each card. The cards were keyverified with a guarantee of 99.5 percent accuracy,

- - — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Checking

A computer program was wr itten which took time deck of cards for each m post and

checked the s!ata to be sure that each case had live cards , t im at time cards for eacl m case were

in time proper order , and that t he values punched were not in error. It checked for keypunch

errors by determining if time number punmchmed in any given column was wit h in time value range

(‘or timat column. In timis manner time deck was “cleaned” and read ied fth processing.

Data Editinmg

A second computer program was written to edit time data. Since all time basic

statistica l aumalyses were to he pert’ormed by race , this program eliminated any case in which

the race information was missing. Time progranm also checked on time amount of missing data ,

anist anmy case wit lm more than ten percent missing data was eliminated, In thmose cases remain-

ing t he program fu rtimer checked on two branc iming questions where if a respondent answered

time questions in a certain manner he or she was supposed to skip t he next series of questions.

The program checked on the manner in which those two questions were answered and if the

respondent was expected to skip items the program blanked the questions which should

have been skipped, This insured that respondents who had not received ti~uning were not

allowed to answer questions about that training,

Througim thmis editing routine 1 75 respondents were elinminated for missing racial

information and 396 respondents were eliminated for too much missing data.

Data Storage

The data were transferred fronm cards to a disk , anmd from the disk to a stanmdars!

nine-track magnetic tape. both the cards and time tape were preserved as backup and for

future uses.
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Statist ical Au malyse s

h’he bulk of the statistical anmalyses we re  perl’orum’.d otm atm IBM-370 s v s t cu m m usinmg

St .it i~ t iu j l Package for time Social Sciences (SPSS)~ proceslures.

Effects of Editiumg Procedures on time Sammmple

All time cimec kiumg and esiitinmg procesluires uit iliied resulted ium a res luctioum of ’ time

total sam im ple t’ro m mm 5 ,2~
)Q c,ises to 4 ,340 cass’s , a loss of 18 . I percent, This’ original sample

w.us composed of 25.0 percent black responsheumts , ~4 .5 percenmt whmite respoimdenm (s , 7.3 Per-

cenmt ‘‘ othm er ” respondeumts, aimsi 3 .3 percent respo imste muts wit lm race ummkmmo w n. Time t’iumal sample

differed fronmm the original racial breakdown , w ithm 23 ,t) percenmt blac k , (~8,() Perc eumt white ,

anmd - ~‘ percent otimer respoums lents. There was aim overrepresenmt atioum of wimites anmd an umnmd er-

repres eumt ati ou m s)f blacks in time final sammmpte (ciii ssluare = 5. 7~
) , sit’ = 2 . p ‘~~ .02~.

th ere is no readily apparenmt reason for the greater represeu mtati omm ol’ blacks j im t ime

group that was eliuniumatest as time resuilt of ’ t ime eshit iumg procedures, Tests oh’ sh iffereumces he—

tween i respondents who were elinminated anmtl respoumsten ts who were retained shmowesl no

signmit’icau mt sliffereimces j im estucatio mmat tevel , in rank , or im m nmeas umres of att i t t mst es (owarst time

RR it )  progranm , all of wimic im w ere hmypot imesi ies l as causes t’or failure to co ummplete time

qumestiomm ula ire. l’lme stif l’ereumces m m  rep resenmtatiomm simoulsi mmot greatly affect tIme statistical

analyses , imowever , sinmce thmese analyses were genmera hly aimm med at developiumg separate mmmeas ures

t’or eac h racial group rat Imer tim aum across groups, aimd flO withirm—group slifferences which wøulsl

bias time findings have been detected.

3C. Il. h u h , J ,G Ks ’m mk i ns, K,Stt ’ imm h rei mnm s’r anmd D,it, Benmt (csis.~, SPSS Stat,sru ’al l’at ’kuzgc ’j or  the
& t ’iaI Sc’it’ncc’s (New Vurk: McGraw.hlill , 1975), 2nd Edition.
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APPENDIX D

ANALYSIS OF VARIABLES RE LATED TO

ATFLTUDES, PERCEPTIONS, BEHAVIOR AND KNOWLEDGE

Racial attitudes , percept ions, behavior and knowledge cannot be understood
apart from the demographic variables which are related to them. In order to develop a better
understanding of w hat these relationships are for the present study, an analysis of certain
demographic variables has been undertaken, The results are presented in this Appendix,
which is organized into three basic sections. The first section shows the relationships be-
tween demographic variables. This is followed by a description of the relationship between
the demographic variables and the scale scores described in Appendix B. The final section
is a presentation of the mean scores for individual scales by selected demographic variables.

Relationship between Demographic Variables

Seven demographic variables were selected for analysis. These were Age, Sex ,
Race , Grade, Educational Level, and Time on Active Duty.

Table D-l shows the age distribution of the respondents in the sample.

Table D-I

Age of Respondents
(N=4 ,334)

Number Percent

Nineteen years or less 655 15

Twenty to 21 1,099 25

Twenty-two to 23 years 737 17

Twenty-four to 29 years 1,023 24

Thirty to 39 years 638 15

Forty years or over 182 4
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Clearly, a large percentage of respondents were under 30 years of age, and some 58 percent
were under 25 years of age,

Respondents were predominantly male. The sample included 4,089 men (95
percent) and 237 women (5 percent),

The racial makeup of the sample was: blacks , 1,031 (24 percent) : whites , 2,970
(69 percent) ; and ot hers, 32 1 (7 percent) , ~The “other ” group consisted of 151 Spanish-
speak ing persons (47 percent); 57 Asian Americans ( 18 percent); 5 1 native Amer icans 16
percent); and 62 of other ethnic backgrounds (2 1 percent).

Table D-2 simows the grade distribution of the respondents, As would be expected , I 

-93 percent were enlisted with most of those being personnel in Grades El to E4. There were
a small number of officer personnel , wit h most at the company grade level.

Table D-2

Grade of Respondents
(N = 4,3 18)

Number Percent
El-E4 2,587 60
E5 - E9 1 ,426 33
Warrant Officers 38

01-03 207 5
04 and higher 60 1

Educational level was another variable considered. As Table D-3 shows , only eigimt
percent of the respondents have less than a high school education. Time largest group are the
high school graduates, w ith many respondents having at least some college.
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Table D-3

Educational Level of Respondents
(N 4,295)

Number Percent

Less than high school graduate 352 8

h i g h school graduate or G.E.D. 2 ,478 58

Some college I ,049 ~4

College graduat- ’ or imigher 416 10

Finally, t’ :,, ,~ on active duty was analyzed. Table D-4 shows the results.

Table D-4

Tune on Active Duty
(N = 4,023)

Number Percent -‘

Less than one year 587 13

One to three years 1,983 46 
‘

Four to six years 707 16

Seven to nine years 3 16 7

Ten to fifteen years 351 8

Sixteen to twenty years 271 6

More than twenty years 117 3

Almost half of the respondents (46 percent) have been in the service from one to three

years. And 82 percent have been on active duty less than ten years.

These results provide a picture of the typical respondent as being male (95 percent),

under 30 years of age (80 percent), in Grades El through E4 (60 percent), less than three

years on act ive duty (59 percent), and at least a high school graduate (92 percent).

It is also true that these variables are related. Table D-5 shows the intercorrelations

between demographic variables. These data were calculated using only black and white
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Table 1)-S

~nwrcorre lationm between Demographic Variables
N~~ 4,000 ) 4

Timmme oum
Age Sex Race 

— 

Grade 
— 

Education Act ise Duty

Age ~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- ~ .05 -.02 

- 
.36 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

L - - ~~~0 - o~ 05 -, I:

Race L - -  II .10 .00

Grade - - - 64 5- ~_ _ _ _ _  

L.stuicatuoim - _ Ø
- ~~- - ---——- ______  —-— ----- - - - -Time oim ‘ -

-\s’t i~e Duty -

. - - - - - -

responm dents . The io:i Il Ii~k imm inor it iCs ~ crc dropped because of the nonm-imoummogeneous nature

of that group. In addition . t Ime small sj um mplu. ’ s i/c and the stif(lcu l ties inherent in calculat irmg

corre lat no ims using three racial categories led to t h is stec isionm. Pairwise stelet io r- i was used for r
ummi- ~ inmg data . I’he scoring s~ .ts Js follows:

Age

Nineteen s- ears or less
Twenty to 2 1 v ears 2
r~ e umt ~- to 23 years 3
Twenty- four to 2~

) years 4
Thirty to 3 o)  years 5
Forty years or over 6

Sex

Male
Female 2

Race

Black
Wh ite 2

- 4 Bec~use pairs ~ I - - delet ion (or missing data was used , the N varies by iteul m , . -\ case is ommmi (te d
fronm t he conmpuutat ion of a givenm coe fficient if the value of either of the two variables being coumsid ered is
missing.

- 
— - - ~~~~~,_ 
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Grade
It )

h - I  I ~~~~ I I
l -2  2 12
1-3  ( %\ . $  Ii -~~~

.1 UI 14
( I .’ i S

I(~ Ut l~
I- i  I 04 I ’
I-S S U~ l~-~
i t )  ~) I’) 14

() / 010 20 -

1’.(lIiC.iIIiOul

I css tii,uui S(li gi ,,dt’ I
Sonic hugh school 2
I u g h school giadii.ute or ( ; - l~ - I) . 3
Souuit ’ college ~1
College degree
Sonic grad nate work
.-~dv , iu icet i  tlegn.’e 7

l i m e oil ~t~’i ive I )u I y

I ess t li,um (mu ll’ \ ( ‘ar I
()uie to thu-ce v(’ar,-~ 2 ‘1

l:~~ir to s is ve ai s -
~ I

Seven to ii uuie yea rs -
~ I

l e um to t i t t e e um \ e ,iis S I

Six te e n to (w eumt v  y c a is (~
Piloie I luau (weuily vl ’ .i i s  7 -

l’able I )-~ ;iumd sul~st’t i iieum t co ut e la t iou I abks ~vcue developed u sing th u s scou uuug I

syst em. l’here are ~k’ailv tour v .m t mal ~les w inch ,ii-e highly rl’ Iateti . Age . Giak’ ; Filticat ioui~
and l’iuuit’ on Activ e I ) uu t v .  ‘f l its is as exp ecte d . lia’ longer a person is oum act ive dii Iv, t h e

nitler he gets and She higher his gi’ade te nths to he. In addit ion . ct huut ’atiou u s huigiic.’i ‘I’hiis is

h ue for two n’asouis -~~s a person gets older , lie ten ds to gel uuuote schooling. Also , h uug h uer

educated l~’rs~ uus tend to hegium .it a Ii uglier guade ( i s  wi Iii umew oil a-c u - s ha~
- t mg college degrecs~.
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lime s i ioumg e st cot uc la) ion is hel~i cmi Age and tuum me on A c t iv e l) u i t ~- 
~~

, ~S’l l ime

nex t ~i omig est is bet~ ceum I d 11¼aI ion I es ci and ( ;r~tdl’ (
~4 ), ‘t ’lmis ha t te r  is uimdouul’tcdiv a

t ’uinc ( uo ,m ot t ime iequui ue nmen t t h ua t oil ice us ha’e college backgrouimd . ( ratle is also uelat ed
— i t ’ \gc ( “ it )  amid luumu e ou m ,-\~‘ l i \,’ l)uil~ ~~~~

A um u uchu nuote im moderate co t re hati o um exists bet s~ c eu m Age and 1-d uicat ion ( -
I h i s . t ’t  t t ’uIrs c . poum(s out ti me nuoumotonic rela( uou ms huip betwee n such I act ors as Age .

l:dui~at ion , .nmd l’uuiuc on -\ c t  i~ c l)uit ~ A sm all ~‘oureiat ion e x is t s  between i tIu~’ itio im au m d

l uumue on \ti se I)utv ~ 
20) .

Sc~ tent hs to be i-elated to Ij iuue omu ,-\ c tmv e l)uit~ ( — .1 2’ ) th is 1’. a result of a recent

uui t luix ~‘l smouu m cuu ium to t ime st ’ l \  ice It ’ won me iu reiimanu j im time militar\ - , this ~‘ori-e la ( mou m sh ould

iccluiuc osci t uimuc

Ihueme is .i ii iuuupoi t aum t . but small . rel:utiommship between Race and Gi-ade ( . 1 1

-\I’i ’ amci i t I \  tiu eu -c is a tendency lot- blacks to be at lower grade li’~els In ad~hitiou m . blacks

also •i~’i’c.im It ’ bas e lower ed uica tu om mal lesels (. 101.

It sh ou ld be note d t im at with a sample si.’c ot t im us nmagnit t ide . vets low c~ rrcla t iouus

ire st . i l is t i ~ .ili~ s mgtui l ic ~i im( 1 m m t a c t . an\ coi re lat toi m above 0~ us s ug nul ucau m l at t li’ .00 1 level

Ihic uel t ’u’. it s& ’ c t u is immore uset uil to linmit dis~- iis s iomi to correlatuouus wlujchm account lou sommic

nu~’.m ungt ti h pm oh’ou I uou m of thm ~ s aru am mec - Suubseque im I dus~’uussi oum ss-u ll t h erefore be geumeraIl~-

hinmuted to coui e l. i t i t ’ mi s w Inch exceed - I ~

Rela lioumships bet wecum l)enmograp lmic ~‘:mriables mmd
\ t  tit iudes , h’et-ceplioum s . hk’lma~-ior . aumti knowledge

lime it,’l.it ioiishiips bet ss ‘cn (lie dci mmogt -a phmi~’ aimab les and time a t t i tu de. peu ’ceplioi ms .

l’ehu,nuom . and kumowle dge s~- .iles were exanmi ned mus ing cor relatiommal .iumal ~ sis A tab le ot iii 1cm

coits ’ h.u t ions us s luowu m .15 1 able I) ‘
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lable 1)-tm

Iniercorreta t louis o( l~ ’inograpIuit’ Variables
and Scimle Sc4,ues

4 ,OtIO )

Iuuume on
Age Sex Race (; r imtlt ’ III Iit ’LI 111)11 At ’ Ii~ t’ 1)uiI v

h a t - t om I .10 .01 ‘1 15 .1 hI

t’actor 2 .20 1) ‘ .1 2(1 . I I  - I

Factor ,t I “ (
~t - IS  I 0 01 II

h .at t ’ u 4 24 t ) l  II) ‘5 - Iim

Behavior Scale 0” . 2 ’  I I

kmmomm ledge Scale I .b~ 01 14 44 4 ”  IS

knimwlcdge Ss.’ak 2 - It) 01 04 . _ ~~~‘ 20 1”

k l V~ht’ttglLi Semite .~ I ‘ tt4 1 - 
;
~
, 

~10

kiiowletlge Scale 4 ‘ l 01 03 3c~ tO I “

lime scale scors ’s wlull ’im .iue listed tim I,mt’ lt ’ Ilit are .us ~les~i ibed iii Ai’pt’ uutlix il lhuc~
will be bruel1~ def uumeth h ere .is

I .ic tot I Imei1.e pt it , m us 01 l)is~’tuunuuua t i o mu ag.tu umst itl.i1’ks (1 Lighucu
sto re is’i’ur ’ss ’ uu t s  less I’erct ’Ptiotm of ~hiscu iuiui i i . it tot u
•tgati us( blacks I

,

i acto r I 1t ’ehuu mgs oh’ Res-euse R,ict stmu , (I Iighit ’ m sco uc lt’puess ’ muts
hess lee lumg that il ’s em i ’ s’ racism ex is ts  1

h- ac t oi  3 Att i tudes towa rd K R i~0 i5rsmgm auu ms (h igh er scom e
uepivst ’ im ts .1 ilut’t x’ lam ouable iesm of the .iluc oh
KR,Ft) puog u, iiums 1

I’ .ic tom - I Pet eelS- I’d L sm nu tm u i t t um eum I to h1ui,il Opportuuut~ - 1 htghmt ’ m
scot~’ rep iesem uts perct’plis~tu ol strommg Artmiv eot um uu m it il%t ’ull
to t’tlt i.ih oppollUuiits ‘I



Belmavior Sca!e Reports t’l 1 0-Related Beh aviors. (I u glier score
represents reports oh nmore frequent neguti ie
race , R)— related behaviors.)

Kumowledge Scale I Backgro ’iumd knowledge about Race and 1:0,
Related Issues . (I ligluer score represenls more
kumowledge. )

Kumowledge Scale 2 Kumowledge about A rt mmy K R - t o  Policies. (liiglmer
scores represcm mt umiore knowledge. )

Knowledge Scale 3 Understanding of ’ KR- l U —Relat ed terms. (Iligher
scores represeni mmmor e knowledge.)

Isimowhedge Sca le 4 Knowledge about Cultural ammd I historical K K 1:0
Issues. (Iligluer scores represe mmt more kimowledge.)

Aim ex am im itmat ioim of l’able l)—6 sh ows that t imere are a nuun her of im mmpo rta u m t relal ioim—

slumps between time denmographmic variables and (hue criterion scores.

By far time strongest relatioums luip is between Race ammsl Factor I (Perception of

1)iscr inmmumal iorm against Blacks), w itim a correlat iom m of .7 I . Blacks reI~art a sigim it’icam utly h igh er

level ol dmscn Iimum ma ( iou against blacks (luau do whuites. lime ot h er variable wh ich relates to Faclor I
us 0 ;ratle t r = . 18). Pers ims iii higlmer grades (eimd to perceive less d iscr mnmi natioum against blacks .

Race is .ilso related to bactor 2 (Feeliimgs of ’ Reverse Racism), wit hu a corr elatio mm

of — .43 . %~hi Is ’s are sig imitica imt ly more likely to report thmat (lucre is reverse racis umm . lii addit ioum ,

it c.ium be said ~ .0 a person is nmore likely to e spress a hot ol’ backlas h f’eeliimgs if ’ lie is yourmger
= .1(1). lower m um grade (r = .20). and h a s  less time on active duty (r = . I 7).

Race is also related to Factor 3 (Att i tudes toward (hue RR/F0 Prograumm’), with a

correla lmo im of — IS. In t imis case . whuites h ave a sigu’ hicantly less (‘avorable attitude toward

time R Ri 1:0 prograumms thu au m blacks. In addil 10m m , it appears t h at persomms wit h m less favorable

attitudes loward time RR/FO program are younger (r .1 5) .

Factor 4 (Perceived (‘o n mmmm itme m mt to Fqual Opportun ity) , is also related (0 several

demogr.mpimic variab les. ‘ FIme correlation between race armd Factor 4 is .20. Tlmis ium di s ’atcs

th at w h ites arc more likely to t Imink t imat tIme Arummy is commit led to equal oppo rt umum ity. lii
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addition, o lder respondents are more likely to perceive a strong commitment (1 = .24) as are

those in higher grades (r .28) , and those wit h more time on active (July U = .22) ho

additiotm , it appears t imat t hose with ummore education perceive lmigiuer levels of coi munuiluumeu m t
to FO.

Reports of nmore frequent negative race and FO-related hetuaviors is related to Age ,
(‘trade , and l ’ imm me on Active Duty. Older personnel are significantly more likely to report

such negat ive behaviors (r = .29) as are those in Imighmer grades (r .27) aumd those withu immure

time on act ive duty hr = - 29).

l’hme four knowledge scales appear to be sigtmif’mcant ly related to Age , Grade , Educational
Level, aumd Timmm e on Active Duty. There was imminor variatioum in time four scales. I’hme correlations

betweeim Age and Knowledge Scale I ranged t’roumm .2 1 to .36 l’or Grade , tiue correlations raimged

from .26 to .44. For Education the correlation ranged l’rommm .20 to .45 and for Tinme on Active

Duty, t’ronm . 15 to 28 . (‘learly, better educated am md immore setuor personnel were immore likely

to answer time kimowledge questions accurately.

Scale Scores by Selected l)cntographtc Variables

Three variables were selected (‘or t’urtimer analysis. These are Race , Grade and

Education level. Race was selected because of’ its strong correlation wit h time factor scores.

ilmis was also true of’ Grade. Grade is also a surrogate for Age and Time on Active Duty, au

of which are h igh ly correlated. Education is less highly correlated wit hm Grade, hut is imi glmly

related to time Knowledge scores.

The main effect ot’ race on each of time scales is stmow iu iii ‘I’aNes l)-7.

-- 
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Table 117

Main Effect of Race

Blacks Whites Others
S2 N ~ S2 N S2 N

Factor 1 40.4 121.0 1,018 (
~2.6 65.8 2 .944 52 .1 123.8 319

Factor 2 29 .6 20.0 1 018 23.0 34.0 2 ,~)44 25. 4 23.7 3l~
)

Factor 3 17 .8 12.8 1.0 18 14 .6 20.2 2 .1)44 16. 1 16.6 319

Factor 4 8.7 5.4 1 ,018 9.8 4.8 2 ,944 9.1 5.7 319

Behavior Scale 3.3 0.2 1 ,018 3.2 0.3 2 ,944 3.2 0.2 319

Knowledge Si-ale I 4. 7 4. 2 ~40 5.4 5.6 2 ,721 4 .7 5.2 283

Knowledge Scale 2 5.8 3.8 951) 6.0 3.2 2 ,823 5. 7 4.0 302

Knowledge Scale 3 3,8 3.4 909 4.3 3.4 2,640 4.0 3.5 274

kimow lcdge Scale 4 3.3 3.8 928 3.4 4.5 2 ,466 3.5 4.0 275

As camm he seen . t imere are inmportant di(tereumces by race omm most of time scales. 1mm

particular , blacks are immure likely to perceive immure discrimmmination against blacks (Factor

Whites , on the other hand, express immure l’ee liimgs of reverse racism (Factor 2). Blacks temmd to

luave a more favorable v iew of’ t ime value of RR/FO programims (Factor 3) and wlmites express

the view t hat there is a strong Army commitmiment to equal Opportunity (Factor 4).

The black and white difterences are slight on time Behmavior Scale, but blacks tend to

report slightly nmore frequent umegative race or FO-related belmavior (Belmavior Scale).

At the same time , whites tended to score slighmtly better on time knowledge itetmms

( Knowledge Scales I to 4).

1mm additioum to differences by Race , t h ere are also Grade diffe rences , Timis is shown

in Tables 118 and 119.

5Nu e ffort is made to present stat istical tests for cact i comparison. Because ot the large sample
si/es, very small dit’fcremmces (cu d to be siguuillcammt Sufficieiut lumformum at ioum is available ium time tables for time
reader to calculate simump le I-tests.
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Table t)-8

Eft ’ect of’ Grade for Black Respo imdeum ts

E1-E4 E5 - E9 Officers
X s2 

~ S2 N ~~~ ~~2 N
Factor I 351) 107 .7 665 

- 
43 ,0 13 5.0 33 2 46.3 110. 8 2 1

Factor 2 29 .0 18.6 665 30.8 18.7 332 32. 9 1 ~~ 21

Factor 3 17 .0) 12.0 665 19 .0 11 . 2 332 20.5 11.3 II

Factor 4 8.4 4 .S i(~5 9 .3 6.0 332 9.5 6.3 21

Behua~ior Scale 3.2 0.2 -~ 5 3. 4 0.2 332 3.6 0.2 II

Kumo wled ge Scale I 4.2 3.3 598 5.4 4 ,3 321 - .3 4 .8 II

Kimow ledgc Scale 2 5 .5 4 , 1  ~ I2 6.5 2.8 32 6 6.7 1.6 2 1

Know ledge Scale 3 3.3 2. 7 578 4.4 3.4 310 6,4 2.0 2 1

Kumowledgc Scale 4 3.0 3.1 603 3.4 3 Q  205 6.2 5.2 II

Table I)-’)

Effect of Grade for W imite Respondeumis

El - E4 ES - E9 
_____

Officers
52 N S2 N S2 N

Factor I ~ I,2 ~4 .7 1 ,697 64,5 63. 1) (~~~~~~ (i4.5 52. 7 I’I

Factor 2 2 2 . 1  30.1 1 ,697 23 .2 36. 1 ~~ ,~‘.4 2 5 , 1  ~~I

Factor 3 14.3 18.3 1 ,697 l4 . ’ 23 .1 97(1 l5. Q 20.0 2 ’ I

Factor 4 9.4 4. 5 1,697 10.3 4 ,7 976 11.3 2.~
) 2”h

Behavior Scale 3.1 0.2 1 ,697 3.3 0.3 976 3.6 0.2 271

Knowledge Scale I 4. 7 4 ,5 1,522 5,5 4 .7 930 8.1 2.3 26’)

Knowled ge Scale 2 5.6 3 .5 1,588 6 .5 2.4 Q65 7 .0 1.4 270

Know ledge Scale 3 3, ’) 3 .1  I .45 2 4.6 3.2 890 6.0 1.8 218

Knowledgc Scale 4 3.0 3 , l I.3~~2 3.4 4.0 840 5, l 5.2 264

- - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — ~~~~~ - ~~~ 
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As can be seen, the basic patterns by race are th e saim me. (Non-black minorities were

not included because of tim e small sanmple sizes.) The lower grades tenth to he best cimaracterized

as -

I. Perceiving nmore discrimination against blacks ( Factor I).

2. Perceiving more reverse racism (Factor 2).

3. Uaving a less favorable view of time value of RR/EO programs
( Factor 3).

4. Perceiving less commitment by the Army to equal opportunity
( Factor 4) .

5. Reporting fewer negative race/EO related behaviors (Belmavior
Scale).

~6 , For blacks , iuigher grades scored better on time knowledge itenms.
This pattern was inconsistem m t l’or wimites . a lthough whites tended to
score imigher th an blacks.

SAs Table D-h0notes , education leve l seemed to he unrelated to scores on time attitude

and perception items as wel l as time Betmavior Scale. Those witim a hmiglmer education tended to

perce ive I~ss discrim ination, hut t his Is likely to be an artifact of time higimer educational level

ot’ w hites.

On t he Kimowledge Scores , moweve r , thmosc witim higher education tended to answer

more quest iorms of all types more accurately.

1~ _ _ _ _  
_ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Table D-iO

Main Effect ot Education

— - Low Education High Education
S2 N 

___  

S2 N
Factor 1 55,6 81,6 2 ,812 58.2 81.3 1 ,168

Factor 2 24 .5 27 .0 2 .812 24.5 30.8 1 ,168

Factor 3 15.5 15. 9 2 ,8 12 15.0 2 1. 9 1,168

Factor 4 Q .4 4 ,5 2 .81 2 9.4 5.3 1 ,l~ S

Behavior Scale 3.2 .2 2 ,812 3.2 .2 1 ,168

Knowledge Scale l 4.6 4.0 2 .536 5,9 4 .6 1,10’)

Knowledge Scale 2 5. 7 3.4 2 .648 6 .2 2.8 1 ,136

Knowledge Scale 3 3. 7 2. ’) 2 .42~ 4. ” 3.0 1 .100

Knowled ge Scale 4 2. 9 3.0 2 ,324 3, 9 4 .5 1,052

I

I
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APPENDIX E

ANALYSIS OF TRAINING EFFECTS

One of the important portions of the data analysis was that comparing the units

having higher quality programs with those having lower quality programs. In this appendix

wi l l be described:

(1) how the higher and lower quality units were identified; and

( 2 )  differences in these two groups on selected factor scores.

Identification of Higher and Lower
Quality Units

A number of questions were asked of each respondent about the Racial Aware-

ness Program (RAP) in his company. Each of these questions was evaluated to determine —

whether the compan y was above or below the mean for all units on that item. The items

we re:

Item Positive Responses Negativç Respon ses

1. How often are Unit RR/EO Once a month. Once every three months
Seminars held in your More than once a month. (quarterly).
company or wor k unit? Once every two months. Less than quarter ly.

Never.
Don’t know.

2. When are Unit RR/EO During prime training Durin g duty hours , but not

Seminars held in your time. prime training time.
company or wor k unit? Outside of duty hours

(evenings , wee kends , etc.).

3. Are the Unit RR/EO Seminars An officer from the unit Someone else from the unit?
in your company or wor k chain of command? An officer from outside the
unit usually led by: An NCO from the unit? unit?

An enlisted person from
outside the unit?

— —I.--
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Item Positive Responses Negative Responses

4 . Is att endance at time Unit Required? Voluntary ?
RR/EO Seminar in your
unit:

5. How long ago did you last Less than I montim ago. 3 - 6 montims ago.
attend a Unit RR/EO I - 2 nmontims ago. 7 - 12 months ago.
Seminar in your unit? Longer than 1 2 months ago.

Never attended a Unit RR/EO
Seminars in this unit.

6. How big was the group Less than 10 people 26 - 75 people.
attending that seminar? 10 to 15 people Over 75 people.

16 to 25 people.

7. How easy or hard is it for Somewhat hard , Very easy to avoid.
enlisted personnel in Very hard. Somewhat easy to avoid.
Grades E 1-ES to avoid Neither easy nor hard .
going to Unit RR/EO Don’t know.
Seminars in your unit?

8. Was that person who led the Yes. No.
sessions a trained Discus- Don’t know.
sion Leader.

9. In the semin ars you have Very comfo rtable. Somewh at comfortable.
attended , in general, did Not comfortable.
the Discussion Leaders
seem to be comfortab le
wit h time subject matter?

10. Do you think t lmat enlisted Both white and non~ Only wimite personnel spoke
personnel in Grades El-ES white personnel spoke out honestly.
spoke out hommestly at the out honestly. Only non-wimite personnel
seminars you attended? spoke out honestly.

Neither wimite nor non-white
personnel spoke out lmonest ly.

I I. Do you think that enlisted Botim white and non-white Only wimite personnel spoke
personne l in Grades E6-1 9 personnel spo ke out out honestly.
spo ke out honestly at time lmones tl y. Only non-white personnel
seminars you attended? spoke out imonestly.

Neitimer wimite nor non-wimite
personnel spoke out hmonest ly.

— 
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Item Positive Responses Negati v e Respon ses

1 2. Do you think that ofticer Both white and non-white Only white personnel spoke
personnel spoke out personnel spoke out out honestly.
honestly at time seminars honestly. Only non-white personnel
you attended ? spoke out honestly.

Neither white nor norm-white
personnel spoke out imommst ly.

1 3. In the sem mmi imar s y ou have Very clear. Sonmewhat clear .
attended , in general , were Not clear.
time presentations clear
and easy to understand’?

14. In general , imow interesting Very interesting Somewhat interesting.
was t ime material covered Not interesting.
in seminars you attended? I

1 5. Have seminars helped you A great &leal. Sonmew lmat.
know how you can work Not at all.
to improve race relations
in your unit?

16. Jim your opirmion. have Unit A lot. Sonmewimat.
RR FO Senminars imelped Not at all.
to improve communica-
t ion between soldiers
of different races in your
unit?

For each of these itenms the proportion of personnel in time total sample marking

t ime positive responses was calculated. In addition, time same calculat ions were made on eacim

item for the 108 companies surveyed. Timeim, the difference between the comi mpaimv ’s scores and

t he total sample scores was calculated and sunmnmed across all itenms. Time result is ~ score for

eacim company which indicated time extent to whicim that conmpammy was above average or below

average .

‘ 

Of’ 108 companies , the lowest score was —321.2 and time lmiglmest was +343. 7 . Table

F-i shows the distribution of companies. As would be expected usin g i lmi s procedure . time

companies are normally distributed about a mmmean close to zero (~ —1.8 4 1.

-—~~
----
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Table F-I

Distributio n of ’ Companies on Progr anm Qualit y Score s —

Scores No. of Companies Percent

-3 50 to - 300 I .93

- 300 to - 250 2 1. 85

- 250 to - 200 3 2. 75

- 200 t o -  ISO 2 1.55

- l 5 0 to - 100 II 10. 19

-IOU t o -  50 18

- 50 to 0 I’)

0 to + 50 18 16.o ”

+ SO to + lOO 14 12. 96

+l00 t o + l 5 0  5 .33

+I S O to +200 10 ‘).26

+200 to +250 0 - -

+250 ~ + 300 0 - -

+300 tO +35 0 I _ °3

108 100.00

These companies are distributed along a continuum which is iiiterm ded to represent

~iUj lity of time training program - Since tl me~- are measure d as “abo~e average ’’ or ‘‘below
a~ erage .’’ it ej imnot be said that those at tIme top are “good” and tlmose at time botto nm are “had.”

All that can be said is that sonme have “imigimer ~iua litv ’’ progranms t ima m m others.

In order to evaluate time possible e ffects of program quality on tIme attit udes. per-

cept ioims . behaviors and knowledge ot’ the unit personnel , the top 20 and bottom mm 20 units

were selected for further study - These results are described in t ime s~ctiois wimich follow.
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Table 17-4 shows time results of time am malvs is for I:at.to r 2 ( l:eelmnug s oh Rem-c m-s e

Racism ). l’he import ant diti~ reumces are the nmain e l’fe c t s  of ’ program q uialml y 1 p’ — 001) .

race (p ~ -. 001) and rank (p ‘-. .01 ) .  ‘i’iuere is an iimter act ion ef ’f ’ect between pi t ugn .ini qua lity

and race ~p ‘.. .051.

l’able 11-4

Analysis of Vari am mee Resul t s for Factor 2

Source of Var iat io m m Sumim of Squares df Mean Square I ~~ iu if lcam mce

Progranm Quality 636 .883 I 636 .883 2 2 °  ~S .00 1

Race 12 .~03 .5S~ I h l , 03. 5S6 4 58 324  001

Raumk 285 .401 I 255.401 10.2°7 .002

Program Quality x Race 1 3 1 .2 1 6  I N I . 2 1 u  4, ’34 0.’8

Progranm Quality x Rank 1 5.56 9 I 1 5.569 .562 099

Race x Rank 35 .382 1 3 5 .382  l . 2 ’ ~ .2 58

I’rogranm Quality x Race x Rank 37 . 2 7 1  I 3 ~~. 2 I t ,~ 45 .24 5

Residual 36,3Q3.016 1. 313 2 ,

TOTAL SO 39 2  664 1 ,320 38 .1 ‘ (u

‘11w immeau m diff ’crenuces are shown iii h ’ abie h :~s. i’hose wimo express m ote backlash

feelings iimclude respondents in time lower quality prograumi u m u mits . whi les. and ,iummioi enlisted

persommnel. It also appears t Imat t ratt ling Imad a greater impact on wl mite s t m an blacks in this area -

(‘~3
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Table E-5

Mean Scores for Factor 2

Mean N

Main Effects

Progranm Quality
Higher Quality Units 25.43 6 15
Lower Quality Units 23.88 706

Race
Blacks 29 .61 365
Whites 22.69 956

Rank
El - 114 24.12 848
ES - E9 25.46 473

$
Lnteractiomm Effects

Higimer Quality Units - 
—

Blacks 30.02 166
Whit es 23.73 449

Lower Quality Units
Blacks 29.26 199
Whites 2 1.77 507

Time analysis of Factor 3 (Attitude toward RR/EO Progranms) simowed significant

mmma in effects for program quality (p < .001). race (~ < .001) and rammk (p < ,00 1’). This

is shown in Table E-6. Time meaim score s (Table 11-7) indicate timat those witim mmmore favorable

attitudes include timose in imigimer quality progranm units, blacks and senior enlisted personnel.
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Table E-6

Analysis of Variance Results for Factor 3

Source of Variati on Sum of Squares df Mean Squa re F Significance

Program Quality 192.789 1 192,789 10.705 .001

Race 3,54 1.112 1 3 ,5 4 1 . 1 1 2  196.621 .001

Rank 194.07 1 1 194 .071 10,776 .001

Program Quality x Race 16 .5 15 1 16.515 .917 .999

Program Qualit y x Rank 6,644 1 6,644 .369 .999

Race x Rank 62.03 1 1 62.03 1 3.444 .060

Program Qualit y x Race x Rank .829 1 .829 .046 .999 j
Rsidual 23 ,646.902 1,313 18.010

TOTAL 27 ,741.172 1 ,320 2 1.016

Table E-7

Mean Scores for Factor 3

Mean N

Main Effects

Program Quality
Higimer Quality Units 16.02 615
Lower Quality Units 15.11 706

Race
Blacks 18.17 365
Wimites 14.52 956

Rank
E l  - 114 15. 17 848
E 5 - F 9  16.18 473
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There were also significant main effects for Factor 4 (Perceived Commitment to
EO), As Table E-8 shows , t here were main effe cts for program quality (p< .001), race

(p< .OOl)and rank (p<.OOI). There was a moderate interaction between program quality

and rank (p< .05). The mean scores are shown in Table E-9. More favorable attitudes
ex isted among those in the higher program quality units , among whi tes , and among senior
enlisted personnel. In addition , it appe ared that program quality had a slightly greater effect

on those in Grade El to E4.

Table E-8

Analysis of Variance Kesults for Factor 4

Source of Variation Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Significance
Program Quality 189.862 1 189.862 39.473 .001
Race 239.252 1 239 .252 49.741 .001
Rank 19 2 .1 5 1  1 192 . 151 39.949 .001
Program Quality x Race 4.611 1 4 .611 .959 .999
Program Quality x Rank 19.252 1 19.252 4.003 .043
Race x Rank 6.616 1 6.616 1.375 .239
Program QualityxRace x Rank 15,160 1 15.160 3.152 .072

Residual 6,315,465 1,313 4.8 10
TOTAL 7,088.402 1,320 5.370
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Table E-9

Mean Scores for Factor 4

Mean N
Ma imu Effects

Pr graui Quality
Uigh Quality Units 9.89 61 5
Low Quality Units 8.93 706

Race
Blacks 8.68 365
Wimites 9.64 956

Rank
El - 114 9.02 845
115 -  F9 10.01 473

Interaction Effects

Higher Quality Units
El  -E4 9.63 327
1-5 - F9 10.00 288

Lower Quality Units
El-E 4 8.64 521
ES - E9 9.75 185

The analysis of the Behavior Scale (Table F-tO) indicated that tlmere were nmain

effe cts for program quality (p< .00 1 ), race (p< .05) and ra,mk (p< .00 1 ). The meamm differ-

ences are shown j im Table li-Il. More frequemmt negative race/EO-related behaviors were

reported by those in higher quality program units , blacks, and senior enlisted personnel.

Table E-I0

Analysis of Variance Results for Behavior Scale

Source of Variation Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Significance
Program Quality 7.464 1 7.464 33.624 .001

Race 1 . 35~ I 1.355 6.105 .013

Rank 11.065 1 11.065 49.851 .001

Program Quality x Race .205 I .205 .922 .999

Program Quality x Rank .057 1 .057 .2 59 .999

Race x Rank .506 I .506 2.27 9 .127

Program Quality x Race x Rank .009 1 .009 .04 1 .999

Residual 291.448 1,313 .222

TOTAL 316.923 1,320 .240
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Table E-l I

Mea im Score for Behavior Scale

Mean N

Main Effects

Progranm Quality
HLgher Quality Units 3 .34 615
Lower Quality Units 3 . 14 706 —

Race
BLacks 3.28 365
W hites 3. 21 956

Rank
El - 1 4 3.15 545
ES - F~ 3.38 473

Table F- 12 shows tlme results of time analysis of the Knowledge Scale I (background

kimow kdge about race and 110—related matters ) . Significant main effects were found for

program s~uality u~ ~ -. .01) , race ~p ~
.. .001) and raimk ~p’—.. .00 1 ). As Table F-IS  indicates, those

scoring higher were t h ose in the higher quality progranm units , wimi tes and senior enlisted

personnel.

Table F-12

&nah~sis of Variance Results for Knowled ge Scale I

Source of Variat ioi m Mean Squares df Mean Square F Significance

Program Quality 34 .442 1 34.442 8.366 .004

Race I 2 0 .~~3S 1 1 20 .728 29 .3 25 .001

Rank 4 5 7 3 4 7  I 457.347 111.00 1 .00 1

Progranm Quality ~ Race .47~ 1 .477 .116 .099

Progra m Quality ~ Rank 5.601 I 5.601 l.3~ O .24 2

Race x Rank .144 1 .144 .035

Program Quality x Race ‘. Rank .O~4 I .064 .01 t -~

Residual 4 ,038.654 981 4. 11 7

tOt Al 4.~4 ’ .4 5 ’  955 4.805
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Table E- 13

Mean Scores for Knowled ge Scale 1

Mean N

Main Effects

Program Quality
Higher Quality Units 5.43 576
Lower Quality Units 4.76 636

Race
Blacks 4.67 333
Whites 5.06 536

-
~~~~ Rank

E1-E4 4.53 762
E5 - E9 6.01 450

For Knowledge Scale 2 (knowledge about Anny RR/EO policy), program

quality (p< .01) and rank (p< .001) were significant (Table E-14). As Table E-15 shows,

those in the higher quality program units and the senior personnel were more knowledgeable.

Table E-14

Analysis of Variance Results for Knowledge Scale 2

Source of Var iations Sum of Squares df Mean Squa res F Significance

Program Quality 25.587 1 25.587 9.286 .003

Race .885 1 .885 .321 .999

Rank 149.436 1 149.436 54 .232 .001

Progra m Quality x Race .525 1 .525 .190 .999

Program Quality x Rank 1.776 1 1.776 .645 .999

Race x Rank .410 1 .410 . 149 .999

Program Quality x Race x Rank .337 1 .337 .122 .999

Residual 2,703.119 981 2.755

TOTAL 2,920.57 I 988 2.9~6
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Table [-15

Mean Scores for Knowled ge Scale 2

Mean N

Main Effects

Program Quality
Higher Quality Ummits 6 .18 595
Lower Quality Itimits 5.70 oo3

Rank
El - 114 5 .58 794
ES - 119 6 .52 404

For Knowledge Scale 3 (umm dersta mm dim mg ol R R EU related terms), there were sig-

nificant effects of race (p ‘-.. .001) amm d rank ~
p.— .001 ). This is simowim im m Table F— 16. Whites

score higher on th is scale as do senior enlisted personnel (Table 1:_ I 7).

Table E- 16

Analysis of Variance Results for Knowledge Scale 3

Source of Variations Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F Significance

Program Quality 10 .242 1 10.243 3.438 .06 1 k
Race 09.897 I oQ .897 23.4o3 .00 1

Rank 164.849 1 164.849 55 .337 .00 1

Progranm Quality x Race .35 I 1 .3 51 .11 S 999

Progra m Quality x Rank I .218 I 1 .2 18  .409 .999

Race ~ Rank 4.070 I 4.070 1.366 .24 1

Program Qualit x Race x Rank .331 1 .331 . 11 1 .999

Residual 3 ,Q 22. 42 S QSl 2.979

10 lA t  3,205. 106 988 3 .244

--
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Table E-17

Mean Scores for Knowled ge Scale 3 -4

Mean N 
- 

-

Main Effects

Race H
Blacks 3.76 324
Whites 4.24 850

Rank
E l - E 4  3.74 735
E5 - E9 4.72 439

On Knowledge Scale 4 (knowledge about cultural and historical RR/EO issues),

the only significant variable was rank (p< .001) with senior personnel scoring higher (Table

E-18 and Table E-19).

Table E-18

Analysis of Variance Results for Knowledge Scale 4

Source of Variation Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F Significance

Program Quality 4.977 1 4.977 1.23 1 .267

Race .173 1 .173 .043 .999

Rank 85.760 1 85.760 21.207 .001

Program Quality x Race 4.594 1 4.594 1.136 .287

Program Quality x Rank .163 1 .163 .040 .999

Race x Rank 3.460 1 3.460 .856 .999

Program Quality x Race x Rank .142 1 .142 .035 .999

Residua l 3,967.016 981 4.044

TOTAL 4,064.131 988 4.113
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Table 11-19

Mean Scores for Knowled ge Scale 4

Mean N

Main Effect

Rank
I - I  - 114 3.08 701

3.76 42 1

It is clear fro m this analysis that program quality is an important variable. The

tiimdilmg\ suggest that more positive training prog r ams are associated with more positive

att i t ud es amm d perceptions (Factors I to 4). It appeared that training nmay he associated

~~i t t i  inure reports of ’ negative behaviors . This suggests t raining may be sensitizing personnel

to time P resen ce of negative race fEO -related behaviors . Training was also associated with

high er knowledge levels for Knowledge Scales I and 2.

Because of variations in the demographic makeup of the units in the high er and

lower qual i ty  program units, an analysis of covariance was performed on t lme scales usimmg

racc and rank as covariaWs. Tables E-20 to [-28 show the results. As can he seen , the

results mioted above remain unchange d , with program quality representing aim inmportant

variabl e iii relation to attitudes , perceptions , behaviors , and knowledge leve ls.

Table [-20
Analysis of Covarianc e of Factor 1

Source of Variation Suni of Squa res df Mean Square F Significan ce
( o~ ari a t es

Race t’$.5203 ’5  I ~S,S20.375 508.758 .001

Ran k 4 ,I04 .3’ l  I 4 ,l04.3 ~l 30.342 .00 1

Main I- ft’ects

Program Qualit~ o40. ~49 1 o40. 14° 4.73 2 .028

Res~~uaI lQ2 .o2o .IS~ 1 .424 I35. 2 ’ l

TOTA L. 2~ 5 .t~35 . ’50 1, 41” lSo . l50
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Table 11-21

Analysis of Covarian ce of Fa ctor 2

Source of Variation Sunm of Squa res dl Mean Square F ~~~mificamice

Covariates

Race 7 ,383 .37 1 I 7 .3~-~ ~7I 236.449 .00 1

Rank 55~ .452 I S S  ~~~~ 1 7 8 5 2  .00 1

Main Effects

Program Quality 618.806 1 01 8 19 .81 7 .00 1

Residual 44 ,46 5.840 1.4 24 3 1 . 2 2 ~’
TOTA L 53, 097 .430 1. 42 2 37 .209

11
Table [-22

Analysis of Covariance of Factor 3

Source of Variation Sum of Squares dl Mean Square F Significance

(‘ovariates

Race 2,037.780 I 2.037.780 107.520 .001

Rank 24 1 .4o2 1 241 .4o2 12.740 .00 1

Main I~fkcts

Prog ranm Quality 166.61 7 1 166.617 8.791 .003

Residual 2o .988.383 1 ,424 18. 953

TOTAL 29.458.988 1 .427 2ft o44
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Table [-23

Analysis of Covariance of Factor 4

Sour ce of Variation Sum of Squares dl Mean Square F Signifi cance

(‘ovariates

Race 95. 159 1 95 ,159 19 .100 .00 1

Rank 369 .1 54 I 369 .154 74 .096 .00 1
Matu Effects

Prograrmm Quality 217.79 2 I 21 7 .79 2 43. 715
Residual 7,094.520 1 .424 4 .982

TOT..\L 7,770.33 1 1 .427 5.445

Table [-24
‘AAnalysis of Covariance of time Behavior Scale

Source of Variation Sum of Squares df Meaim Square F ~ gnificance
Covariates

t Race 1. 463 I I.4o3 6.744 .009
Rank 18.385 1 18.385 84.738 .00 1

Mai n Effects

Program Quality 7,624 1 7.624 35.140 .00 1

Residual 308.957 1 .424 .2~ 7

TOTAL 336.614 1.427 .230



t h l  11-25

Analysis of (‘ovari lince of’ Knowledge Scale I

Source of Variation Sunm of’ Squares dl’ Meaim Square I Signit ’i&’am~ee

(‘o~.miiatc ’~
Rac e ‘~ 4 9 7 9  I 54 .979 II .04 $ .00 I

Rank S ~~~~~. 13’) I S S~ 13° I 30. 07o  .00 1

Main Effe ct s

Pro~ramm m Q~iaIilv 35 . O85 I . t ~S5 8 . 404 .004

Residual 4 , S I  3 .o05 1 .0~3 4 . 24t ~
FO FA I s.l54.34() 1 .006 4 .835

I

I’able 11—26

Ai~alvsis of 
(‘Ovar iantV of Knowled ge Scale

Sou rce of Variation Sum of Squnires dl’ Mean ~Iuan’ F SiRnificance
( ‘ovar iafes

Race 0. 11 4  I 0. 114 0.045 .99’)

Rank 2 1 I. S1 9 I 2 10 ,579 75,449 .00 1

Main I~ 11cc Is

Program Qualify .‘‘) • $23 I 2° . $23 10 .08 5 001

Residual 1.~o6.S~ I I ,0o3

l o lA  1 3 .207.260 1 .066 3 .00’)
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r ~~~~~~~~ 

-- 

I

lable 1.27

Anal ysis of (‘ovariance of’ Knowle dge Scale 3

Source of’ Variation Sum of Squares iif %leaim Square F ~~g~ificant ’e
( \ ~ a m- mat e s

Race S$ . 930 I -~s ~3Q l~~ S43 .00 1

Ran k 200.808 I 201) 5t)S ~~ 584 .00 1
Main Eff ects

Program Quality ~.Q3l I ‘I ‘~3 3 . I°~ .0~ o

Rcsidu,uI 3 ,205 .542 I .0~ 3 3 I) lt~
l o lAl  3 ,4 ’  I , ‘04 I ~~~ 2 - ‘

I’ahle [-2$

Analysis of’ (‘ovar ianct’ of Knowledge Scale 4

Source of Variation Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Significance
(‘ovar iates

Race I. 25o I I. ISo .3 14 00’)

Rank 78.94’) I 7S .940 lQ .~ 2 ’  .00 1

Main l:ti~cts

Prograum Quality 3 .746 I 3. 74o .036 000

Residual 4 ,254.316 I ,0o3 4.002

I ) I . .
~l 4,337 .°37 I ,Ooo 4.Oo’)
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Table F-I
Chi-Squa re Tests for Data Tab les in Body of Report

Table Type of Table dl Chi-Square p-Value

I Race by response 4 1549.37 p<.OO1

2 “ 4 83.08 p< .OO 1

6 1400.18 p<.00l

3 “ 8 1432.50 p< .00I

8 708.03 p< .001

4 “ 8 930.41 p< .001

5 “ 8 1070.70 p<.00 I

6 “ 8 114. 13 p<.00l 4- 
- 

7 “ 8 96.45 p<.001 - -
~ 

- .

“ 8 74.64 p<.00l .4
8 “ 8 20.96 p< .01

8 10.86 p<.25

9 “ 8 34.31 p<.00l

10 “ 8 34.41 p<.001
“ 8 57.54 p<.00 1

8 33.26 p<.001

II “ 8 55.03 p<.OOl

8 144.07 p<.001

8 127.94 p<.OO l

12 “ 8 77.46 p<.001

13 “ 8 293.04 p<.001

8 76.18 p<.001

14 “ 8 175.77 p<.001

8 93.04 p<.OO1

15 “ 8 34.09 p<.00l

16 “ 8 63.03 p<.001

17 “ 8 69.11 p<.OOI

18 “ 8 32.99 p<.001
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Table F-l (Continued )

Table Type of Table df Chi-Square p-Value

18 Race by correct vs. other response 2 33.16 p < .001
“ 2 3.33 p <.20
“ 2 3.80 p<.20

2 40.19 p<.001

2 42.70 p<.001

2 0.87 p<.75

2 36.98 p<.OOI

2 94.72 p<.OO 1

19 Race by response 4 7.44 p<.20

4 27.37 p<.OO1

25 “ 8 781.55 p<.001

26 “ 8 71.56 p<.OOI

27 “ 8 122.44 p < .OOI

8 101 80 p< OO1
28 8 5499 p<OO 1

4 125.08 p < .00l

“ 8 791.83 p<.OO 1

30 “ 8 9.32 p< .50

31 6 209.35 p<.OO 1

32 “ 6 575.65 p<.001

33 “ 8 395.89 p<.00l

8 174.96 p<.OOl

34 “ 6 171.33 p< .001

4 130.16 p<.OO 1

4 84.49 p<.OOl

8 1 26.39 p < .OO I

37 Higher vs. lower blacks by response ‘2 18.15 p < .001

Higher vs. lower whites by re sponse 2 62.66 p< .001

Higher vs. lower others by response 2 3.78 p < .20
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Table F-i (Continued )

Table Type of Table df Chi-S quare p-Value

38 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 2 11.53 p < .01

Higher vs. lower whites by response 2 45.17 p < .00 1

Higher vs. lower others by response 2 13.02 p < .0 1

39 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 15.26 p< .01

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 34.91 p < .00 1

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 8.52 p< .IO

40 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 2 25.04 p< .001

Higher vs. lower whites by response 2 72.51 p< .001

Higher vs. lower others by response 2 11. 47 p < .01

41 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 1 2.88 p< .02

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 47.33 p< .001

Higher vs. Lower others by response 4 9.79 p< .05

41 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 14.75 p< .01

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 58.01 p< .001

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 3.62 p< .50

42A Higher vs. lower blacks by response 2 2.69 p< .50

Higher vs. lower whites by response 2 4.61 p< .10

Higher vs. lower others by response 2 0.05 p< .975

42B Higimer vs. lower blacks by response 3 6.40 p< .10

Higher vs. lower whites by response 3 7.92 p< .05

Higher vs. lower others by response 3 4.06 p< .50

42C Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 7 .02 p< .20

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 3.07 p< .75

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 3.86 p< .50

42D Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 14.1,2 p< .01

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 6.83 p< .20

Higher vs. lower others by respons e 4 2.81 p<.75

42E Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 15.45 p< .01

Highe r vs. lower whites by response 4 8.08 p< .10

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 2.29 p< .75
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Table Type of Table dl Chi-Squa re p-Value

43 Higher vs lower blacks by response 4 9.75 p < .05

Higher vs lower whites by response 4 27 .38 p < .001

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 1.58 p < .90

43 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 4 ,27 p
~- .50

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 29.73 p ‘- - .001

Higher vs . lower others by response 4 II .13 p ‘—- .05 —

43 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 2. 52 p ‘-.. . 75

Higher vs . lower whites by response 4 2 1.02 p < .001

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 ‘) .36 p ‘‘- .10

43 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 0. 79 p ‘~- .Q5

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 18.06 p ‘— .01

Higher vs. lower othe rs by response 4 I 3.0’) p .02

44 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 4,89 p ‘— .50

h igher vs lower whites by response 4 22.27 p ‘—. .001

Uigher vs. tower others by response 4 8.44 p ~ . 10

44 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 13. 90 p ‘— .01

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 22.  13 p < .001

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 5.03 p< .50

44 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 I I .96 p ~ .02

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 42 .2o p< .00 1

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 12. 12 ‘
~~ .02

45 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 10. 11 p “~ .05

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 39.86 p < .001

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 7.00 p < .20

45 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 15.10 ~~ .01

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 18.01 p< .01

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 7.44 p < .20

46 Higher vs. lower blacks by respommse 4 6.55 p < .20

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 ‘~.76 p< .05

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 o.7 I p ’-. .20

, - 
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I’abk F-I ~
(‘ont inued )

Table Type of’ Table dl (‘hi-Square p-Value

46 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 12.51 p— — .02

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 44. _‘() P ~‘— .00 1

Higher vs . lowe r o thers by response 4 5.5 ~ P ‘-- .15

4o Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 5. 15 
~ ‘

-7 .15

Higher vs. lower wlii es by response 4 Io. _‘ L) .00 1

hligher vs. lower others by response 4 4.34 P ~ .50

47 Higher vs. lower blacks by ICSPOflSC 4 20.45 P’— .001

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 55 .22  .00 1

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 11.50 p < O~
43 lligher vs. lower blacks by response 4 11.02 ‘-~ .05

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 44. 3 _ ’  p ‘--. .001 g
Higher vs . lower ot hers by response 4 12.35 p’-~ 

.02

47 h igher vs. lower blacks by response 4 4.85 p ~ .50

Higher vs . lower w hites by response 4 40,0 I .00 1

h igher vs. lower others by response 4 7.52 P ‘— .20

48 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 4.02 ‘-. .50

h igher vs. lower whites b response 4 30.10 P ~ .001

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 13,50 p.-.. .01

48 h igher vs. lower blacks by response -1 22. I P< .00!

Higher vs. lower whites by response 4 14. 1 
~~~~ 

.01

Higher vs. lower others by response 4 5 .37 - 10

4$ Higher vs . lower blacks by response 4 ‘ .~ I p” .- - 10

Higher vs . lower w hites by response 4 12.23 p.-- .02

h igher vs. lower others b response 4 10.55 P— — .05

48 Higher vs. lower blacks by response 4 lo . 23 Pc.— .01

Higher vs. lower whites ~w ri.’s 1 - onse 4 Io32  P’-— .00 1

hligher vs. lower others by response 4 .0’> P’--. .20

4’) h igher vs. lower bkicks b~ correct ~s. other tesponse I 0.’> 1 p.-. 50

ll ighe r vs. lower whites by correct vs. other response I ‘ 
- ‘2 p.’— .01

Higher ~s. lower others by correct vs. ot her response 1 0.44 ifl”- ~~

83



_
~

. - 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Table F-I (Cont inued )

Table Type of Table 
— 

dl Chi-Square p-Value

SO Higher vs. lower blacks by correct vs. ot her response 1 7.43 p.’- 01

Higher vs. lower whites by correct v s.  other response 1 1 ‘> 22 P .001

Higher vs. lower others by correct vs. other response 1 3. IS p c-. .It )

Higher vs. lower blacks by correct vs. other response 1 1 “ .05 P ‘.— .00 1

Higher vs. lower whites by correct vs . ot her response I 13.33 P .00 1

Higher vs. lower others by correct vs. other response I 0. ”) p’— 50

Higher vs. lower blacks by correct vs. other response I 0.45 p ‘-— .50

Higher vs. lower whites by correct vs. othe~ response 1 3. 52 p.-- - 10

Higher vs. lower others by correct vs. other response I I . IS p’—.. .50

Higher vs. lower blacks by correct vs. other response 1 0.0(1 p’.- .05

Higher vs. lower whites by correct vs. other response I 12. 45 P’-- .00 1

Higher vs. lower others b correct vs. other response 1 0.48 p.-. .50

Higher vs . lower black s by correct vs. other response 1 2.30 P’.- . 20

Higher vs. lower whites by correct vs. other response I 15.’>’ p .-. .001

Higher vs. lower othe rs by correct vs. other response 1 0 ‘>4 p’ .. 01

Higher vs. lower blacks by correct vs . other response I 0.00 P’-. .05

Higher vs. lower whites by correct vs. other response 1 1 2. 58 P.-- .001

Higher vs. lower others by correct vs. other response I _‘ .2’> P.-- .01

Higher vs. lower blacks by correct vs. other response 1 5 .44 p’—- ,02

Higher s’s. lower whites by correct vs. other response I Io.54 P’-- .00l
Ii

Higher vs. lower others by correct vs. other response 1 0.31 P “- ~‘5

Higher vs. lower blacks by correct vs. other response 1 0.27 p’— .‘5

- - Higher vs. lower whites by correct vs. other response 1 22.41 p .-- .001

Higher vs. lower others by correct vs. other response I 1 .6’) P’.-- .20

5 IA Higher vs. lower blacks by correct vs. other response I 3.38 p’.- . 10

Higher vs. lower whites by correct vs. other response I 8.83 p < .01

Higher vs. lowe r others by correct vs. other response 1 4.68 p c-.. 05
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Table F-I (Continued )

- - Table Type of Table df (‘hi-Square p1 Value

S lb  Higher vs. lower blacks by correct vs. other response 1 0.70 P ‘—~ .50

Higher vs. lower whites by correct vs. other response 1 0.05 p~— .00

Higher vs. lower others by correct vs. other response 1 0.03 P ‘— .00

S I C  Higher vs. lower blacks by correct vs. other response 1 0.00 p.-.. 05

Higher vs. lower whites by correct vs. other response 1 0.14 p ‘.—. . 75

Higher vs. lower others by correct vs. other response I I .36 p” .- .25

SI D Higher vs. lower blacks by correc t vs. other response I 0.00 ~ ‘--.1 .05

Higher vs. lower whites by correct vs. other response I 4.85 p’—. .05

Higher vs. lower others by correct vs. other response I 0.03 p ‘— .90

5 I F  Higher vs. lower blacks by correct vs. other response I 0.39 P .~ 5

Higher vs. lower whites by correct vs. other response 1 0 .13 p ’—. ~75

Higher v s. lower others by correct vs. other response 1 1 . 2 2  fl’.- 50
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Table F-2

I Scores for Differences in Proportions for Table 200

Whites

1972 1972 1976

. - — / = -l.08 -..-~ ,—~~~~~ / = 0.00

10 2 3 :  23
p’.- .15

-- 
1=3.6!

.
~ S 

- 5 5’7-  45’ -
- - 

p .-- 50 P ‘- — .001

/ = 1 .l2~~ 1 = -2.83
-

~~ ~2’ 7- 2’)’ - :-
p c -.. .15 p ’.- .OO l

Bu cks

l 9 ’ 2  1974 1 Q76

/ = -~.0o
- 20’ 23-

P ‘--~ .01 P ‘.-. .25

1= 2.48
~~~~~~~~~~~~

- - -

~~~~~~~~~~ 

-

~~~~~~~~ - .

5t~ . 52
l~ -..z .000 1 P’ --’ .01

-— 
/=4.31 ~, . I=-l.5

3° — 2~ ’: 32’~
P ‘~~ .0001 p’-~ 

.10

where~~p 1 - p ~~~~~~~( ‘~ +_ L 1
from Allen F. Edwards . Frperirner:ra/ D ’sig~z in Pseeholi )gwal R ’a ’ar ~’h (New ‘~~oi k lloh . Rine h at t an~lWinston , In~ . IQos). 3rd edition. p. 40. The Z-test here is a test for the si~iii(ieance ~t dit ici e nees ;n t w ~
proportions making reference to the table of the standard ,iornial distribution . The / is somewhat equt.
valent to the standard t . except that as the sample s u e  increases, the standard normal distribution using the
/ - tes t  is more appropriate .
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Table F-3

Z Scores for Differences iii Proportions for Table 21

Whites

1972 1974 1976

- Z = -0.84 - Z = 5.33
39% p - <. 2 5  41% p< .000l 29%

Z = -2.05~~~ Z = -6.80
36% p<.05 41% p< .000l

,~
_ Z=2.17~~~~ ~~~Z=0.78 .~~

24% p ’z Z.02 18% p -< .25 16%

Blacks

1972 1974 1976

Z= -2.44~ Z =3 .33

42% p-< .01 48% p-< .001 38%

Z = 0.00 ~~ Z = -3.15

~~~~~~~~ p< .so p < .oo i 48%

Z = 2 . 2 7  Z=—0. 56

18% 
p< .02 11% p < .50 13%
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Table F-4
Z Scores for Differences in Propor tion s for Table 31 A

Whi tes
1972 1974 1 976

~~~- Z = -3.27~~ .- ep<.01 p<.00l 46/

~~~~~— Z = -2.74.-~~ 
,~~ — Z = -8.59 -~~~~~~12% 20% 429~p<.01 p<.0001.

Blacks

1972 1974 1976 ‘
F-Z = -6 .15~~~~34% 46% 62%p <.0001 p <.0001

4 8% ~~~~Z=-2 99~ 
25%
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